The aim of the paper is twofold -to cover the latest nuclear energy politics events and reveal the dynamics in public perception of nuclear energy by explaining the distribution of attitudes among two notable social groups in Lithuania. The paper is based on two empirical research studies (public polls) carried out in 2013 and 2017. The paper consists of four parts.
INTRODUCTION
The paper consists of four parts. It starts with a brief review of the main occurances in recent nuclear energy politics. Then, it presents general tendencies of public perception of nuclear energy. Later, it presents a cluster analysis of both the 2013 and 2017 polls, in which respondents were divided into two groups based on income, education and occupation. Finally, the paper presents findings and discusses the dynamics of public perceptions.
CHANGING PREFERENCES OF NUCLEAR ENERGY POLITICS
Nuclear energy has always been one of the most important issues of energy security politics in Lithuania. 5 It was one of the key factors for energy security in official energy security politics. 6 Not only was Ignalina NPP the main electricity generator until its shutdown, but even afterwards for some time nuclear energy was treated as the main energy security pillar. Right after shutdown of the first unit of Ignalina NPP, some politicians put public pressure on former government to foster the construction of new NPP. ISSN 2029-0454 VOLUME 10, NUMBER 2 2017
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By reviewing a chain of nuclear events from 2005 till 2012 we see consistent politics:
• March 2006: Baltic States' energy companies agree to conduct a feasibility study regarding a new regional NPP;
• December 2006: Initial conceptual work begins;
• January 2007: New NPP is included in Lithuania's National Energy Strategy;
• July 2007: Lithuanian Nuclear Power Plant Law is adopted;
• August 2008: Environmental impact assessment for construction site near
Visaginas is prepared;
• May 2010: Detailed plan for construction site near Visaginas is approved;
• July 2011: Hitachi, Ltd. is selected as the strategic investor for the Visaginas NPP (VNPP);
• December 2011: Polish energy company PGE withdraws from the Visaginas NPP project;
• October 2012: Advisory referendum in Lithuania regarding construction of the Visaginas NPP is held. 7 Despite various scandals and setbacks due to the political cycle, the direction is quite clear -to build a new NPP. But after the referendum, when the majority of participants expressed negative will towards construction of a new NPP, nuclear politics were put on pause. There were no official decisions regarding the construction of a new NPP (except some quite ambivalent proclamations regarding the future of nuclear energy in Lithuania which weren't supported by any legislative acts or political decisions). The fact that the role of nuclear energy in upcoming energy security strategy is strongly reduced probably serves as an important argument that its perspectives in the country are at least cloudy.
The situation drastically changed in 2016. This was when nuclear energy was the forgotten and ambivalent issue became a new source of anxiety and even a threat to national security. Thus it is neither related with VNPP nor a nuclear future in Lithuania. It is related to our neighbour Belarus and their Ostrovets NPP (ONPP).
The origin of Ostrovets NPP construction might be traced back to [2006] [2007] when Belarusians decided to include nuclear energy in their future energy balance and confirmed this decision in Belarusian energy security concept. But only ten years later in 2016 did it land on the Lithuanian political radar and become issue of national security. It was then when Ostrovets NPP was declared unsafe due to its failure to comply with international safety standards, namely Espoo and Aarhus, and few major incidents such as the fall of one building, the drop of the reactor pressure vessel, and Having such shifting political preferences and a vivid debate surrounding it, we presume that not only nuclear energy will remain visible issue in public perception of energy security in general, but its interpretation will be different comparing the importance of nuclear energy in Lithuania and in neighbour countries.
BREAKING THE IRRELEVANCE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY IN PUBLIC

PERCEPTION
As in 2013, the 2017 research showed that a variety of different aspects are taken into account in public perception on energy security. Three of the most important aspects are the "prices of energy resources" -93.4% important, "reliability of energy supply services" -91.9% important and "reliability of energy infrastructure (pipelines, electric transmission networks, power plants and so on)" -90.5%
important. The three less important are the "development of nuclear energy" -42.9% not important; "the development of shale gas" -37% not important; and "the development of oil extraction" -30.1% not important.
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The research shows the continuing ambiguous evaluation of nuclear energy.
Only a bit more than one-third of society (36.9%) mentioned nuclear energy as important, while 42.9% answered that "the development of nuclear energy" was absolutely unimportant or unimportant for Lithuanian energy security, and one-fifth of respondents (20.2%) were undecided on this issue.
As other research has demonstrated 9 there are large sections of the public with no firm views for or against nuclear energy in many countries. Nuclear energy has been controversial and susceptible to instinctive public reaction. The data clearly
shows that countries already include nuclear power in the energy mix have publics that are more knowledgeable on the issues and are more supportive. Which comes first is unclear.
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To better understand the Lithuanian public's attitude on nuclear energy and its associational aspects, respondents were asked to evaluate statements regarding personal knowledge of nuclear advantages and disadvantages, information regarding risks and benefits, and support to construction of new NPP (Table 1) . totally agree/agree), and the largest group of them all (24%) who do not know or are undecided.
Third, it seems that respondents have more information or at least better evaluate it regarding nuclear energy as compared to information regarding energy problems in general. And finally even though almost half of the respondents stated they do not know the advantages and disadvantages (47.9%) only 24% were undecided regarding the support of the construction of a new NPP in Lithuania, which means that one quarter of the total respondents came to a decision without having enough information. This corresponds with the notion that there are large sections of the public with no firm views for or against nuclear energy.
THE CLASH IN OPINION BETWEEN TWO GROUPS
To better understand the distribution of attitudes to nuclear energy between different social groups, it was decided to perform cluster analysis. The clusters were formed accordingly to the concept of socio-economic status deriving from the basis of the American social stratification research tradition. 11 The concept of socioeconomic status is based on three variables: education, income and occupation.
Therefore, there are three corresponding empirical questions: What is your educational background? What are your main activities? What is your income? These serve as independent variables for the creation of the two clusters.
Hierarchical cluster analysis was performed to identify the number of clusters.
Between groups linkage method with Chi-square measure as linkage measures was used. 2 different clusters were distinguished. Subsequently a K-means cluster analysis was performed using 2 as the pre-defined number of clusters. The descriptive statistics for each cluster are displayed in table below (Table 2) .
ISSN 2029-0454 VOLUME 10, NUMBER 2 2017 As we can see from Table 3 there are almost no differences between the distribution of respondents in 2013 and 2017. In both cases the part of those living in big cities is almost identical in both clusters between the two polls. Small differences are noted regarding living in the center of the region. The latest poll has a smaller population. The only reasonable conclusion to be drawn from the cluster analysis is the emerging or increasing schism between the clusters. It might be presumed it is related with global emergence of the precariat (when middle class keeps losing its peculiarity and evolving towards the precariat 13 ) and division of the public between those who have and those who do not (Table 2) . Complementary research needs to be carried for validating the progress of this trend. Nevertheless, cluster analysis within our research reveals the existence of such difference between two polls: if four years ago the gap between the clusters were 3.14%, now it has increased to 7.43%
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(in overall respondent's division between clusters).
CHANGES IN PUBLIC VIEW THROUGHOUT 2013 AND 2017 YEARS
Having these two different clusters it is interesting to explore what kind of difference it will reveal regarding their attitude towards nuclear energy and VNPP (Table 5) . First, the analysis shows that every question was evaluated somehow differently between the clusters. A chi-square test for homogeneity was run to determine whether the 1 st clusters members' opinions differed significantly from the 2 nd clusters members' opinion. From Table 5 we can see that for all 5 questions we are observing statistically significant differences between clusters members' opinions.
Second, as it was possible to predict, the respondents of the 2 nd cluster are much more indecisive and frequently do not have an opinion (see Table 5 ). Most of the time it exceeds 30% (with exception of the first statement -"I know the advantages and disadvantages of nuclear energy", 18.2%). Third, the respondents of the 1 st cluster are more positive towards every statement (including "I think that Visaginas NPP project will cause additional problems in the country (e.g., oligarchy
widespread"). However, this does not mean that the respondents of the 2 nd cluster are more sceptical regarding every statement. Even though the 1 st cluster has a more positive attitude at the same time it is more sceptical. It seems that the 1 st cluster, whether the answers are positive or critical, is more decisive than the 2 nd .
To sum up main differences between at least two groups of respondents, we can say that representatives of the 1 st cluster (who are better educated, richer, frequently working in private sector, frequently living in big cities and are in the age range from 26 to 55) are more positive as well as more critical about every statement.
They tend to agree with the advantages (safety, economic benefit) as well as disadvantages (VNPP contribution to oligarchy widespread). Finally, this cluster has fewer doubts regarding the development on nuclear energy and tends to support it.
The representatives of the 2 nd cluster (who are somehow less educated, have lower income, mainly retired, unemployed or studying, frequently living in rural areas and are older (56 and more)) have less information and frequently are unaware of If in 2013 the significant difference regarding every question appeared in all cases, in 2017 a significant difference was noted in four cases out of six (see Table   6 ). Even though we see an opinion discrepancy regarding "I have enough information regarding risks and benefits of the development of nuclear energy in neighbour countries" and "The importance of the nuclear energy development for energy security in Lithuania?", the differences are not statistically significant.
The 1 st cluster remained more critical to every question. Even though notable part of its members claim they do not have enough information regarding advantages and disadvantages of nuclear energy (67.9%) or energy problems in general (47.5%), it still estimates possessed information much better than the 2nd cluster (46% vs. 37.2%; and 25.1% vs. 14.7%) (see Table 6 ).
The 2nd cluster of respondents have significantly less information regarding various aspects of nuclear energy and is both more concern and sceptical regarding the development of nuclear energy and its role in Lithuanian energy security (35.1%
-Agree / totally agree).
Both clusters lack information regarding the risk and benefit of the NPP's in neighbour countries (18.9% vs. 27.9% -Don't know/ not responded). Both are quite critical regarding the construction of Visaginas NPP (60.3% vs. 54.2%) and nuclear energy in general (46.2% vs. 42.6%) (see Table 6 ).
Lastly, by comparing "The importance of the nuclear energy development for energy security in Lithuania?" and "The importance of nuclear energy development in neighbour countries (Ostrovets in Belarus and Baltic in Kaliningrad) in Lithuania?" we see that many fewer respondents agree with the importance of nuclear energy future in Lithuania (37% -35.1% -absolutely / agree) but still a large part of respondents think that the development of nuclear energy in neighbour countries is a problem for Lithuanian energy security (47.7% -45.8% -absolutely / agree). (1 st 39,72%; 2 nd -47,51%). Accordingly, the 1 st cluster remained more critical and better informed, while the 2 nd was less informed and less decisive.
Third, the general tendency shows the breaking of the irrelevance of nuclear energy as an important factor for energy security in public perception. In the case of "The importance of the development of nuclear energy for energy security in 
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